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Introduction
Nowadays, there seems to be an increased tendency to apply practical, innovative and supportable approaches to addressing the current most pressing problems, while using the existing resources most effectively and simultaneously. A new type of enterprise has emerged and has been diffused throughout the world. A term that has become associated with this development is social entrepreneurship. Social entrepreneurs -in a similar manner to entrepreneurs in the business sector -act as change agents for society. Social business models 1 are enabling organisations to tap into new sources of funding and organise governance and accountability structures in a way that resonates with the mission of the organisation. Social enterprises operate in the market to achieve social goals. Nevertheless, the majority of decision-makers from the so-called third sector were, for a long time, reluctant to use business tools (Ahlert, 2008, p. 11 ). There was a clear distinction between forprofit and non-profit sectors. The increased acceptance of the importance of social entrepreneurship can be interpreted as a paradigm shift. The process also includes the application of commercial tools to increase the impact of projects and to make them more lasting (Ahlert, 2008, p. 11) .
Franchising that can be used to solve social problems is social franchising, which involves the application of business-format franchising (commercial franchising) to achieve social benefits. Nevertheless, there is little knowledge about social franchising within the ecosystem of social enterprises. The goal of this paper is to deepen the knowledge of social franchising and conceptualise the main definitions and characteristics through an overview of the benefits and success factors of this organisational form from a commercial franchise perspective. This paper addresses the gap in the current literature and research by presenting the advantages, success factors and problems of using social franchise to satisfy social needs in the economy. The paper is conceptual in nature and is based on an overview of literature available on the subject, as well as on the analysis of accessible data. It examines franchising in the non-profit sector by discussing the benefits of and limitations to social franchise usage as well as success factors through the traditional versus social franchising analysis.
The author would like to focus strictly on social franchising as an organisational form. Given the comprehensive literature on traditional franchising, the author limited the definitions and references to commercial franchising in this paper apart from the identification of similarities and differences of both forms -commercial and social.
Essence of Social Franchising as a Form of Social Entrepreneurship
While franchising has been around for a rather long time, social franchising is a relatively new phenomenon. Traditional 2 franchising is a system of doing business which allows the franchisor to transfer the system of know-how, intellectual property in return for royalties (Alon, 2005 (Alon, , 2010 . It is known as business format franchising and product franchising and has a long history worldwide, which dates back to the 19th century. During the 1940s and 1950s, franchising was a business model innovation for that time Franchising has a welldocumented track record in the developed world as a very effective organisational form. The business-in-a-box model reduces risk and makes replication relatively simple. It is assumed that franchising accounts for 10-25% of GDP among OECD member nations (Mukherjee, 2008) . Franchising has been an effective strategy for replicating successful concepts for over 80 years in the commercial world, but it has as yet not been so popular in the non-profit sector. The history of franchising usage in the nonprofit sector dates back to the early 1990s (Sadowska, 2009) .
However, to conduct research it is necessary to understand the fundamentals of the practice of franchising in the social enterprise context. Social franchising is primarily a method for transferring knowledge from one established social enterprise to another that wants to achieve the same social and financial goals. Social franchising is a method in the process of social innovation dissemination and a type of replication of social enterprise possible to develop in today's economy. The idea of social franchising is to use a successfully developed business system method to support social needs.
Given that social franchising is a relatively new area of research, the term is used in many different ways and there is no obvious definition. There is a diversity of perceptions of what is meant by the term social franchising but no consensus on the final definition (Crawford-Spencer, 2015) . There is a need for a better understanding of the various forms of the phenomenon and clarification of its fundamental meaning. The prior research work that took into consideration social franchising within the healthcare and educational context in the developing world mostly focused on health aspects (Alur, 2011; Bishai et al., 2008 Bishai et al., , 2012 Ngo et al., 2010) . Tracey and Jarvis (2007) were the first to attempt to analyse social franchising. Their research concluded that agency and resource scarcity theories are insufficient to conceptualise this new format.
Basically, social franchising is an adaptation of commercial franchising in which the developer of a successful social concept (franchisor) enables others (franchisees) to replicate the model using a proven system and a brand name to achieve social benefit. Social franchising can be defined as a system of contractual relationships that uses the structure of a commercial franchise to achieve social goals (Tracey and Jarvis, 2007) . Social franchise emerges with the objective to make a social impact by tackling pressuring social issues such as unemployment, social exclusion of groups, poverty, social cohesion, protection of the environment, health, and education.
Nevertheless, social franchising is the use of a commercial franchising approach to replicate and share proven organisational models for greater social impact. The use of franchising to solve social problems is based on the essential feature of that kind of business -replication. Social franchise facilitates the scaling up of the business to fulfil social needs. Schuhen (2004, pp. 156-157) suggests a more functional definition: 'Social Franchising is the non-profit form of vertical or horizontal cooperation with the aim of replicating social programmes and services as well as governing and linking social organizations'. Consequently, social franchising must also be considered a form of cooperation between equal partners. As such, social franchising is also a matter of cultivating partnership, joining forces and benefitting from cooperative organisations. More specifically, social franchising can be understood as contract-based cooperation of decentralised entrepreneurial units with a central support unit, uniform quality standards and supported by a common philosophy (Braun and Lotter, 2004, p. 9) .
The interest in social franchising is gaining momentum around the world, as it may be structured in many different forms, including sole proprietors, for-profit and non-profit firms, non-governmental organisations, youth groups, community organisations, and more. It is worth mentioning that a social franchise operates in both the non-profit and the commercial sector. A common feature differentiating social franchising from other forms is the aim to satisfy social needs and use franchising as a scalable form of venture. Moreover, a social franchise promotes entrepreneurship and helps to instil entrepreneurial behaviours among excluded groups of people (disadvantaged people). Social franchising is a method that allows the replication of proven success whilst retaining local ownership (see Figure 1) .
A social franchise has the following key attributes. Firstly, there is a legally binding franchise agreement between the social franchisor and independent social franchisees under a common brand. Secondly, the franchisor replicates the proven business model and shares its knowledge and resources by providing training and support for partners in the operations manual. It covers all the knowhow, procedures and techniques for how to operate a franchise unit as well as issues connected with quality and performance standards. Moreover, a core thing in franchise cooperation is that training is provided in the start-up phase and continued during the business relation. The social franchise agreement is defined by a quality assurance system, including performance monitoring. The franchisor is obliged to ensure financial feasibility and donor support (if applicable) for the franchise system. Through replicating proven concepts, franchising leverages existing resources, instead of creating a new service at a high cost. Because the decentralised units are based on a tested prototype, the initial start-up risks are reduced. Furthermore, franchisors provide their franchisees with a whole concept of how to run the non-profit project. This allows franchisees to focus on their core competences, thereby implementing, rather than administering and developing, the system. Social franchising enables independent entrepreneurs to become franchisees to deliver services to end-customers (see Figure 2 ). The model of social enterprise creates infrastructure and empowers businesspersons (or disadvantaged persons) to satisfy social needs when there is a lack of distribution of social services. The social franchise represents different ways of doing business but the common goal is the same -satisfaction of social needs. However, the most well-known examples of social franchise are: Komosie's De Kringwinkel (Flanders) recycling shops and refurbishment business, CAP supermarkets (Germany) and LeMat hotels (Italy) (European Social Franchise Network). Moreover, there are a few well established social franchise ventures in the UK: Green Works charity recycling furniture (Sharpen, 2006) , The School for Social Entrepreneurs (SSE) and FareShare (FareShare) charity supporting communities to relieve food poverty by tackling both food poverty and food waste. Social franchising is growing in Poland with representation in this sector. There is a successful example of the social franchise development model -Barka (Sadowska, 2009 ). The aim of Barka is to support disadvantaged people. Other cases are: K-Lumet (production of kindling) and Klubo-kawiarnia 'Spó dzielnia' (supporting social events, trainings and education for disadvantaged people) (Franczyza spo eczna). Moreover, there exist some international social franchises operating in Poland such as: Aflatoun (education) (Bloom, 2012) , Specialisterne (employs people with autism) (Specialisterne) . 
Characteristics of Social Franchise Formats and the Differences from Commercial Franchising
Potential social franchise formats range from commercial franchises with intended social effects to non-profit replication systems with franchising elements. Three formats can be identified in principle. The first one is a commercially organised franchise system for achieving social benefits. The sole difference from commercial franchising is the focus of the system as a whole on social benefits and the absence of the primary goal of generating profit for private individuals. The second is a subsidised franchise system that makes services available at a lower cost than commercial solutions. This may include profit-making entrepreneurs at the franchisee level. The final one is a nonprofit replication system which includes the core elements of franchising, but without the classical fee and profit elements.
Most of the core elements of social franchising are similar to commercial franchising. The common issues in social and commercial franchises are: a proven model, easily learned and scalable (duplicable), high levels of upfront development and ongoing involvement and obligations, with which high costs are associated. Moreover, an important feature is a common, shared identity, which means that there is a risk for the franchisor. Both business models are based on a legal agreement, and the licences granted under the agreement are used in particular territories and set out the fee payments.
Nevertheless, there are some differences between the franchise systems in the commercial and in the non-profit sector (Smith, 2002) . First of all, there is a different objective. The main objective in the third sector is not to maximise profit, but rather to maximise social impact. This means that the franchisor might be less commercial in recruiting and managing its franchisees. Furthermore, franchising disciplines may be harder to implement and to control. The second issue is a different target group. In social franchising, the 'client base' is different. A non-profit organisation on the whole serves beneficiaries rather than customers.
There is an additional player in a social franchise who guarantees financial support. This is the case during the start-up phase, but also in order to remain sustainable. This adds a further player to the equation -the donor. The donor most likely has its own policies and programmes. This might lead to a conflict of interest for the franchisor 
Creation of social franchising
Empower entrepreneurs in sustainable businesses and the franchisees who have to take the preferences of the donors into account. A crucial problem applies to fees. Franchisees in a social franchise system might not be able to pay franchise fees, as they cannot always expect a return on investment. Therefore, the franchisor should be willing to accept the payment of reduced fees or alternatives to monetary compensation. The 'payment' could, for example, entail the allocation of important data or quality information that the franchisor can use for the development of its project (Schuhen, 2004) .
Moreover, there are also some differences in franchisee selection between commercial and social ventures. Commercial franchisees can quite often be individuals rather than organisations. This is less likely in social franchising, given the type of products and services being replicated. In social franchising, franchisees must share all of the objectives of the franchisor, including not only the financial ones but also the social objectives that flow from the organisation's mission. This will often form a key part of the selection criteria for franchisees in social franchising. Nevertheless, social franchisors may be more likely to put emphasis on the values and culture that underpin their approach, and make this a key part of the selection criteria and training of franchisees. The social franchisor should provide detailed support, training and advice for the franchisees. A pilot project that is developed by the franchisor is replicated by a number of franchisees subject to defined guidelines.
A significant difference from traditional franchising is the objective to serve customers in order to satisfy their various needs, whereas, for commercial franchises, the importance to maintain customer loyalty is paramount. As with social enterprises, it is not only measuring the financial bottom line that is important in commercial franchising, but also measuring the social impact. Social franchises should ensure that an evaluation framework for measuring social impact is established before replication, as it will form part of the systems utilised by franchisees. This emphasis on shared evaluation also helps ensure that the focus remains on achieving social impact (the original reason for replication) and there is a system for continuous improvement.
The approach to profits differentiate the two presented formats. A social business venture generates profits, but rather than return those profits to shareholders, like commercial ventures, it reinvests those profits to further the social venture and provide the resulting social benefits. A distinguishing characteristic of a social venture versus a commercial venture is the primacy of its objective to solve social problems and bring social benefits. A social venture may generate profits, but that is not its focus. Profits are rather a possible means to achieve sustainability in providing social benefits. The problems addressed by social ventures cover the range of social issues, including poverty, inequality, education, the environment, and economic development. The context in which social ventures operate is very complex as they are trying to bring about solutions where markets or governments may have failed or actually impede solutions (Osberg et al., 2007) .
Success Factors of Social Franchising
Social franchising has a number of success factors (see Figure 3) . Due to the limited length of this paper, the author focused on analysing the success factors of social franchising at the macro level and from the franchisor perspective. First of all, a proven and replicable social business model is a success factor. The starting point of social franchise development is a wellestablished business concept when the pilot phase is finished. Success is measured both by success in reaching social goals and by the ability to demonstrate profitability. That it is replicable means that it has been possible to describe and standardise the most critical processes in the enterprise so that someone else can follow them.
Secondly, social value is an added value, with a focus on service delivery. A social enterprise must, in the first instance, deliver quality services or products to its customers. Whatever the activity, a social enterprise must be able to compete with any other company in its sector. The fact that a social enterprise has social goals creates added value for customers.
Careful selection of franchisees is an extremely important issue in social franchising. Regardless of how good the franchise is, wrong entrepreneurs can cause the business to fail. A franchisor exerts the greatest influence on the future outcome of the business during the choice of franchisees. For this reason, franchisors must have a clear picture of the type of franchisees they want, as well as know how to guarantee that the franchisees are entrepreneurs capable of taking action.
Since replication leads to increased cooperation and more contracting in the non-profit sector, it is essential to have workable franchisees. The most ideal franchisees are a type of 'entrepreneur-lite': they must have the drive and skills to lead and own their own business, but cannot be so entrepreneurial and opportunistic that they are not able to follow the franchise system they have signed up to. Research shows that non-profit projects organised by franchise systems grow twice as fast as other systems (Wei-Skillern and Anderson, 2003, p. 12) .
The development of social franchise requires access to financial resources. The franchisor must have financial resources in order to develop the concept. A crucial factor is to remain true to the social mission of the social enterprise. It is easy to lose sight of social goals when an enterprise expands. As demands from employees, financiers and other stakeholders increase, so many other aspects become important for survival. Franchisors are required to create a platform to exchange knowledge within the system. To be successful in franchising, franchisors need to facilitate the exchange of experience between the franchisees to use the synergy effect.
To sum up, it is worth mentioning that generally the success factors indicated that social franchises are similar to commercial franchises. Those elements are largely extrapolated from franchising in the commercial sector, as social franchising is still in the incipient stage with limited examples to draw conclusions.
Benefits and Problems of Social Franchising
Social franchising therefore brings a considerable number of benefits (see Figure 4) . Benefits and problems in this part concern the social franchise as a system (whole organisation) and franchisors as creators of this business concept.
First and foremost, the potential benefits for the social franchisor are the rapid expansion of social impact and concept. The benefits of franchising, including expansion with reduced capital and the replication of a proven business system, are attractive to practitioners in the non-profit sector. Practitioners in this market refer to social enterprises as 'profit-making, not profit-taking' (Du Toit, 2014, p. 12) . All the characteristics of social franchising and social enterprise refer to the achievement of social goals. However, the pursuit of social goals does not negate the importance of running these businesses on commercial principles to ensure their continuity and longevity. Most social franchise businesses need to make enough profit to achieve sustainability and social franchises need to operate on commercial principles, but not for commercial goals.
Secondly, social franchisors need less managerial and other staff compared to a wholly owned expansion system. They can benefit from economies of scale and local knowledge. All the above mentioned issues are exactly the same as for the traditional franchisor operating in the commercial market. Some authors (Asemota and Chahine, 2016) list other common benefits for social and traditional franchisors such as fewer financial sources required for expansion compared to a wholly owned company. This presents a misunderstanding of the social franchising idea. It is worth mentioning that in social franchising most franchisors are responsible for providing funds needed for system expansion. They can use their own resources, government support, donors' assistance or other forms offering money for social ventures. The source of funding in social franchising is different to that in traditional franchising. The general idea in social franchising is that financial resources come from the franchisor to franchisees. This is opposite to traditional franchising where franchise fees are paid by franchisees to the franchisor. Moreover, social franchisees' benefits and risks are relatively similar to those of franchisees operating in the commercial market.
An important issue is that social franchisors make it easier and safer for social entrepreneurs (franchisees) to set up enterprises, providing them with a proven business model and access to trade-specific support. The core concern in the long-term commitment is that social franchisors are a market-driven trade-specific business support structure that will only survive if it effectively supports the establishment of successful social franchisees. Thus the social franchisor will only work with people who think that they can succeed over the long term.
Another benefit is the creation of entrepreneurship at the local level. Social franchising is built on the creation of successful locally controlled enterprises. Compared to a multi-national global company, they contribute more to the local economy and ensure that jobs are not outsourced to other areas or countries.
Despite the many advantages that social franchising offers as a replication model, various problems may nonetheless prevail. First of all, there is a risk of changing the initial mission. Adapting it to local peculiarities might alter the original mission created by the franchisor. Additionally, the franchisees' goals might differ from those presented by the franchisor, as well as those of other franchisees. Franchisees do not have to provide start-up capital, because the initial investments are usually made by the franchisor or a donor. Consequently, because franchisees fear less capital loss, they might behave opportunistically and their motivation to adhere to the system might be lower. Furthermore, the risk of negative reputation can be another drawback of social franchising. Operating under the same name, the various units in a social franchise system are perceived as one organisation. Consequently, the reputation of one affiliate has an impact on the organisation as a whole. Franchisees might present themselves in a way which is inconsistent with the central unit. Therefore, the franchisor has to ensure an appropriate level of control over the franchisees.
Consequently, another difficulty can be found in the standardisation of the system, which is an important element. Standardisation is a core element of any social franchise system. However, because the essential knowledge and skills are often tacit, the standardisation of non-profit projects can be difficult. Also, the success of an initiative is often dependent on specific geographic or cultural peculiarities. Excessive standardisation might therefore lead to inflexibility, making it more difficult to adapt the project at other locations. It is thus important to find the right balance between standardisation and flexibility.
In comparison, the potential limitations are exactly the same for social and traditional franchisors. First of all, there is the risk of insufficient alignment of the mission and organisational culture to effectively replicate results and the risk of inadequate selection of franchisees. Nevertheless, social franchisees have to consider some risks consistent with operating under a franchise agreement. From the point of view of the social franchisee, potential risks are the same as in a traditional franchise agreement and cover amongst others risks in the area of financial, organisational and cultural issues. Financial risk is connected with sharing a part of percentage revenues and profits with the franchisor where applicable. Secondly, there is the risk of inconsistency of the franchisor's standardised procedures with existing internal systems and organisational culture; hence the risk that the franchise system will not prove to be as effective in the local context.
Conclusions
The main theoretical contribution of the paper was the analysis of success factors and benefits of social franchising. The author offered the characteristics of social franchising derived from investigating the differences between social and traditional franchising and provided the main descriptions of the social franchise characteristics. It is worth mentioning that franchising is a successful strategy of systematic replication in the commercial sector and entails an effective concept that has been tried and tested, being implemented by largely independent franchisees at other locations within a common framework and supported by a contractual agreement. There is the potential of adapting franchising to the social environment.
The complexity of success factors impacting the outcome of social franchising has already been clearly highlighted. Success factors are variable and depend on the exact nature of the business and social impact model. However, the key factors for success are cross-cutting and include the timing of the decision to franchise, selecting the right franchisee, drawing up an appropriate franchise agreement, and continuous evaluation of the franchise network (Berelowitz, 2012) . Benefits and success factors of social franchising would determine the future development of this form. Moreover, the study has shown that there are some similarities of typical franchise elements such as an agreement on longer-term cooperation between the franchisor and the franchisee based on a legal contract and the interplay between control and entrepreneurial freedom in the partners' relationships.
Considering the benefits and success factors of the social franchise, there are several reasons why a franchising approach to replication might be attractive to social enterprises. For example, it creates social impact in line with the mission, but without expanding an organisation in a traditionally hierarchical way that creates distance from the frontline. The social franchise shares existing knowledge, making it quicker and easier to start up, and allows for local ownership, flexibility and tailoring to context and circumstance. Franchising shares successful models in a way that combines social and financial goals and ensures social impact and financial sustainability.
Nevertheless, when transposed into social entrepreneurship, it is different from commercial franchising. Moreover, the most important modification to traditional franchises concerns the ultimate goal of social franchising. Social franchises strive to achieve the highest possible social profit, not the commercial one. The motivation of social franchisees is strongly connected with commitment to the social mission, not to financial profits.
To summarise, social franchising could appear as a promising solution to tackle both the problems of unemployment, social exclusion of groups, and poverty as well as the problems of unsatisfied social needs that the public sector and NGOs are facing, and to provide the necessary tools to the formation, financial sustainability, and growth of social enterprises. Social franchising could also appear as a solution to the structural and behavioural problems that inter-organisational alliances and business format franchising are facing.
This study provides foundational findings for future research in the nascent area of social franchising. Research is needed to better understand the possibilities for social franchising to give an opportunity to solve social problems and encourage disadvantaged people to be active in the field of entrepreneurship, analyse which forms of social franchises as a form of entrepreneurship are implemented in the market as well as to understand the risks and benefits of social franchising for participants in different contexts. The further stage of the research should involve comparing the benefits and limitations as well as the success factors for social and commercial franchises, with a division into the franchise system, franchisor and franchisee. The next step is an exploratory study of growth possibilities for social franchising and its possible usage in governmental policy to create an environment to counteract social problems.
Concerning practical implications, the outlined benefits and success factors can encourage entrepreneurs together with non-entrepreneurs to expand social ventures using franchise relations. Social franchising can open up business options to disadvantaged people representing various groups of people from former prisoners to single parents. Exploiting franchise for satisfying social needs can resolve some social problems in the society. For this reason, social franchising should be taken into consideration by policy makers and country governments as they are seeking systematic solutions to achieve social objectives.
Endnotes
1 Osterwalder et al. (2005) consider the Business Model as the blueprint of how a company does business.
2 Also known as commercial franchising. Commercial franchising and traditional franchising are used alternatively in the present paper.
